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Any objection to the authority of a special or temporary judge must ordinarily be made at or before trial,! or at the time the 
judge assumes to act,” or the objection is waived.” A party may not submit matters to and await rulings by a special judge before 


objecting to the special judge's presence in the action.“ 


A party challenging the election of a special judge has the burden of producing a record showing that an attack on the election 


was made in the trial court.” 


An objection after trial by posttrial motion is generally held to be untimely.° 


Absent a timely challenge, the orders of a subordinate judicial officer sitting as a temporary judge, even without proper 


stipulation, become final upon expiration of the time for rehearing.’ 
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